ment did not come immediately to me, I since have come to realize how influential that hit was in bringing me to where I am now theologically. From that encounter came my interest in the relationship of science and religion, my study of the thoughts of Hans Jonas, and my eventual theological interest in eco-spirituality. 3 Central to that development is my use of "critical realism," an epistemological theory which underlies Gillman's theological method. 4 The purpose of this article is to examine Gillman's theological method and how it relates to critical realism. I will then show how critical realism relates to a perception of ritual and prayer that can maintain a kind of mature piety without resorting to literalism.
I use the term "theological method" because Gillman is primarily concerned with how myth and its expression in symbol, ritual, and liturgy actually functions in religious life and what myth reveals about the theological stances of a community or an individual. Gillman is more concerned with whether the myths work, whether they engender religious belief, piety, and action rather than what we can actually say about God and God's actions in the world (i.e. creation, revelation, and redemption). This is one of the reasons why anthropology and other sources in the social sciences play such a large part in Gillman's work. 5 Ultimately, Gillman is agnostic about the real nature of God, yet he believes that our myths have some truths to impart about the nature of reality and divine action. While Gillman's theological method can be called an epistemological method, it presupposes an underlying ontology which, in fact, arises from the epistemology. Critical realism can be seen in the same way: an ontology that arises from an epistemological method. Critical realism does not try to prove the existence of God or other traditional theological dogmas, but it does "argue for a logically defensible position for holding metaphysical beliefs." 6 
From Revelation to Myth
Gillman first spelled out his theological program and method in an article in Conservative Judaism in 1983, "Toward a Theology for Conservative Judaism." 7 Since the modern historical perspective on the Bible rules out literal verbal revelation as a theological option for anyone not Orthodox, Gillman believes that a new theology of revelation is central to the creation j Lawrence Troster i of a new theology for Conservative Judaism. After outlining the theologies of revelation of Rosenzweig, Buber, Heschel, and Kaplan, Gillman says that a non-literal view of revelation must include some form of human role in the creation of its content, which makes the Torah a kind of cultural document or myth. He says: Popular usage to the contrary, to say that a theological claim is a myth is not synonymous with saying that it is a fiction, deliberate lie. But neither is it a literal, precise photograph or reproduction of reality. 8 If theological language is not "factual" in the normal way that we understand the term, it does not follow that it is meaningless. Following Tillich, Gillman understands myths and the metaphors, symbols, and rituals that flow from those myths, as being based in real human experience as a way for people to make sense of reality.
The simple fact is that the Ultimate cannot enter into our scriptures, liturgies, theologies or rituals unless it is concretized in some human idiom. The issue, then, is not myth or no myth, but rather which myth, which set of symbols. 9 Once we accept this concept of myth, we must also accept the fact that we know about it. We cannot go back to a naïve literalism. The myth then becomes what Tillich called a "broken myth," which still holds the ability to evoke power or reveal some element of theological truth. To a questioner who once complained that religious metaphors are not "true," Gillman replied:
What lies behind the question is the assumption that all metaphors are fictions, that only that which we can characterize literally and objectively has ontological reality . . . our language is replete with metaphors or constructs and that in these cases we do not deny that there is a reality 'out there' but rather claim that whatever the reality is, we can only grasp it impressionistically with a measure of subjectivity. 10 Gillman links the use of myth in religion with the way other disciplines utilize explanatory metaphors and models, such as the ego in Freudian psyj Neil Gillman's Theological Method and Critical Realism i chology, the Big Bang Theory in astronomy, and the language of particle physics. While science may have different purposes from religion, at the epistemological level there is a point of contact in the attempt to represent reality. Gillman references the classic work of Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions in which it is shown that many of the sciences work within a paradigm or conceptual construct similar to the way myth works for religion. 11 Gillman also connects his method to Heschel's critique of literalism and with the theologies of Rosenzweig, Buber, and Kaplan. He concludes this section with this bold and important assertion:
It need not be said that in denying the literalness of our characterizations of God, we are in no way denying His reality. If anything, our purpose is to make faith in that reality possible for contemporary Jews. We deny verbal revelation precisely in order to preserve the monotheistic God. The alternative is idolatrous. 12 In other words, Gillman, similar to Maimonides' understanding of metaphoric language in the Bible, believes that literal notions of revelation make idols out of words. In the modern world, real faith and piety cannot rely on literalism. The tension of living with the "broken myth" is not only a historical and theological necessity, but the only real spiritual stance that we can live with if we are going to have an honest faith. This theology of myth allows us to create new theology that is in dialogue with the arts and sciences, and also allows us to open up Jewish practice to a more honest relationship with scripture and tradition. 13 The final section of the article deals with the implications of this approach for theology. Following the understanding of the role of myth in the work of Clifford Geertz, Gillman comprehends that religious myths function in a kind of feedback loop in relation to the communities that produce them: "Great religious myths are both generated by and in turn nurture religious communities." 14 Seen in this way, religious myths are extremely functional; their "truth" resides in their ability to bring meaning and purpose.
Even though religious communities are conservative about their myths, they revise or reinterpret the myth when it no longer explains the world in j Lawrence Troster i which the communities live. In Judaism, this has been the function of midrash and traditionally this reinterpretation is not done in a conscious way. The reinterpretation was usually asserted to be the real meaning of the myth whether it is expressed in sacred text, ritual, or liturgy. Today, we are conscious of our use of midrash, but this does not make it less meaningful or useful to us. We must then resort to a new kind of spiritual attitude: a second naïveté.
From Myth to Second Naïveté
As mentioned above, in modern theology we are cognizant of the non-literal character of the myth and of our reinterpretation of it. However, this recognition does not imply that we must choose between lapsing back into a dishonest literalism or a cynical reductionist rejection of the myth. It also does not mean giving up the power and the meaning that the myth evokes. As Gillman has said:
The alternative is not myth or no myth but rather which myth, which symbol. This third possibility not only acknowledges the indispensability of symbolization and myth-making but even welcomes the uncanny and elusive powers of these myths and symbols to disclose residues of meaning that lie beneath the surface of our experience. [Italics in original] 15 Here, Gillman references James Fowler's work, The Stages of Faith: The Psychology of Human Development and the Quest for Meaning, which postulates that religious faith is a dynamic process which develops in the human psyche in progressive stages. 16 Fowler created these stages from the stages of moral development of Lawrence Kohlberg, and the cognitive work of Erik Erikson and Jean Piaget. 17 There are six stages of faith in Fowler's system. Stage one is a fantasyfilled childhood faith. Stage two is a mythic-literal faith, also found in childhood. Stage three is what he calls a synthetic-conventional faith which is usually found in adolescence and helps to create an identity of meaning often within a religious community. Stage four is the individual-reflective stage which often occurs in late adolescence or adulthood. In this stage, the person critically reflects on their own identity in relation to their religious At this point Fowler introduces philosopher Paul Ricoeur's concept of a "second naïveté" as a way of describing "Conjunctive faith's postcritical desire to resubmit to the initiative of the symbolic." 19 "First naïveté" refers to the literal and unconscious acceptance of myths and symbols found in the earlier stages of faith. Then, through study or faith development, a person may create a "critical distance" from these myths and symbols. "Second naïveté" stands for an interpretive position which while informed by the use of critical models, is nonetheless open to the depth of symbolic meaning. Second naïveté is the tension which is maintained between first naïveté and critical distance.
But if we can no longer live in the great symbolisms of the sacred in accordance with the original belief in them, we can, we modern men, aim at a second naïveté in and through criticism. In short, it is by interpreting that we can hear again. 20 
[Italics in original]
For Fowler, a mature faith such as conjunctive faith is able to come back to our traditions after a critical analysis. For Gillman's theology of myth, Ricoeur's second naïveté is a good description of the way in which we do not have to lose our critical faculties while we continue to be inspired by our sacred texts, rituals, and liturgy. 21
From Second Naïveté to Critical Realism
There is one other source to Gillman's theological method, which provides it with its epistemological foundation and ontological presupposition: critij Lawrence Troster i cal realism. If, when we talk about myth, we are most concerned with the myth's functional and emotional impact, critical realism centers on how we know what we know about the world and more directly discusses the sources of our truth claims.
There are two kinds of critical realism: philosophical and theological. The philosophical critical realism is a movement which has primarily been derived from the work of Roy Bhaskar. This kind of critical realism asserts that there is an objective, knowable reality, while still understanding that perception and cognition might influence the way that reality is represented. 22 Gillman's work reflects the influence of theological critical realism, which seeks to find an epistemology that can create a meaningful dialogue between science and religion. There have been attempts from both schools of critical realism which have tended to remain separate in bringing them together in conversation. 23 Gillman, in his book Sacred Fragments: Recovering Theology for the Modern Jew, references the work of Ian Barbour, a Protestant theologian and one of the most important proponents of critical realism in theology. 24 Influenced by the work of Michael Polanyi, Barbour first examined the relationship between science and religion in 1966, in his class work Issues in Science and Religion. 25 Barbour begins by giving a historical survey of science and religion from the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries. He is able to show that the usual perception that science and religion are and were always in conflict is a gross oversimplification; their relationship was complex and deep. 26 Barbour then devotes the second part of the book to analyzing the methods and languages of sciences and religion. He concludes that while there are obvious differences in the two endeavors, there are many similarities. In science and religion there is "two-way interaction between experience and interpretation," that "community is essential in both science and religion, and its paradigms govern the presuppositions of its members . . . ," and that "Interconnected networks of concepts are evaluated together, using simultaneous criteria of coherence, comprehensiveness, and adequacy to experience." 27 The third part of the book is devoted to theologically responding to modern physics, life and mind, and evolution with a concluding section on God and Nature.
In his analysis of the methods of science, Barbour explains the various ways in which scientific theory can relate to reality. He concludes that most scientists assume a kind of realism in their research, but it is not a naïve realism. It is a critical realism which:
. . . acknowledge[s] both the creativity of man's mind, and the existence of patterns in events which are not created by man's mind. . . . It recognizes that no theory is an exact description of the world, and that the world is such as to bear interpretation in some ways and not others. It affirms the role of mental construction and imaginative activity in the formation of theories, and it asserts that some constructs agree with observations better than others only because events have an objective pattern. 28 
[italics in original]
In his later work, Myth, Models and Paradigms, Barbour sums up critical realism in science as taking models "seriously but not literally." He then asserts that models in religion are similar to those in science as "They are symbolic representations, for particular purposes, of aspects of reality which are not directly accessible to us. They are taken seriously but not literally." 29 In a later work, he says that, "[Models] make tentative truth claims that there are entities in the world something like those postulated in models." 30 Another Christian theologian, John Polkinghorne, who is an Anglican priest and a theoretical physicist, also uses critical realism to link his science and his theology. He has written: Like most scientists, I believe that the advance of science is concerned not just with our ability to manipulate the physical world, but with our capacity to gain knowledge of its actual nature. In a word, I am a realist. Of course, such knowledge is to a degree partial and corrigible. Our attainment is verisimilitude, not absolute truth. Our method is the creative interpretation of experience, not rigorous deduction from it. Thus, I am a critical realist. 31 Polkinghorne says that there are six characteristics of critical realism which make it an appropriate foundation for science and religion. First, "total j Lawrence Troster i account" theories of knowledge are not necessary and "piecemeal achievements are to be preferred." Second, it is impossible to distill the scientific method to find its essence because (following Polanyi) science is an "activity of persons" done within a community. Third, "theory and experiment are inextricably intertwined in scientific thought." Fourth, "there is no universal epistemology but rather entities are knowable only through ways that conform to their idiosyncratic nature." Fifth, while "social factors can accelerate or inhibit the growth of scientific knowledge . . . they do not determine the character of that knowledge." Sixth, "the doctrine of scientific realism has been formulated as the best means of understanding our actual experience of doing science." 32 Polkinghorne then applies these six characteristics of scientific critical realism to theological critical realism and finds them parallel to: 1) charity of reference, which is the way in which the world's religions seek to "speak of a shared encounter with spiritual reality"; 2) the personal nature of the way in which knowledge is acquired; 3) the circularity of belief and understanding; 4) the idea that there is no universal way of knowing God; 5) the social and cultural factors which influence religious communities; and 6) the idea that we are able to understand the universe we inhabit: "Theologically, this is to be understood as due to the universe's being a creation and ourselves as creatures made in the image of the Creator." 33 Barbour's and Polkinghorne's theological programs are very different from Gillman's. Barbour and Polkinghorne, and other theologians in the science and religion dialogue, are attempting to create a meaningful conversation with scientists or, in the case of Polkinghorne, create a theology that can accommodate his scientific work and his faith. 34 They are attempting to counter religious fundamentalists on one side and atheistic scientism on the other. These groups see science and religion constantly locked in conflict. Barbour and the others are trying to find a common ontological and epistemological foundation for both.
Gillman has a different purpose, but uses the same foundation. He is not threatened by those to the theological right, but sees many Jews losing any sense of Jewish piety and spirituality in the face of secularism. By creating a theological method and program which can be founded not only on the best of traditional Jewish sources, but also in dialogue with other disciplines such as science, anthropology, and philosophy, Gillman has created a theology for the modern, well-educated, sophisticated Jew that will still answer the deep need for meaning and purpose. If there is no choice between myth and no myth, then the myth that is chosen must be an inspiring Jewish one. The spirituality that Gillman's theological program and method produce can also bring a new feeling and depth to traditional Jewish practices, even as they allow for the creation of new rituals and liturgy.
From Critical Realism to the Spiritual Suspension of Disbelief
As part of his effort to "recover theology for the modern Jew," Gillman spends an entire chapter in Sacred Fragments applying his theological method to ritual and prayer. 35 Here, too, the insights of critical realism can also be applied. When we pray, we should take the metaphoric language of prayer seriously, but we cannot take it literally. To see the words of the liturgy as literal descriptions of God would also be a form of idolatry. The language of prayer, however, does reveal some truth about God, the world, and ourselves, but not as absolute descriptions. More than that, we can lose ourselves, even if only temporarily, in the words of prayer and still feel their power. Thus there is a spiritual tightrope that we walk when we pray. In order for the written prayer to become our prayer, the one that moves us and brings us into the real presence of God, the text must be translated into the heart through an emotional and psychological process.
A good analogy to this process can be found in the poet and philosopher Samuel Taylor Coleridge's (1772-1834) concept of the suspension of disbelief, which is an aesthetic counterpart to critical realism. The suspension of disbelief can act as a bridge between the epistemology of critical realism and the emotional experience of praying.
Coleridge first posited the concept of the suspension of disbelief as a theory of the emotional power of poetry. He and poet William Wordsworth (1770-1850) had been planning a joint poetical project eventually published as "Lyrical Ballads" in 1798. Coleridge would try to write poems of a "supernatural" character, and Wordsworth of a natural character, to see if they could evoke the same feelings in the reader. He writes:
In this idea originated the plan of the "Lyrical Ballads"; in which it was agreed, that my endeavours should be directed to j Lawrence Troster i persons and characters supernatural, or at least romantic; yet so as to transfer from our inward nature a human interest and a semblance of truth sufficient to procure for these shadows of imagination that willing suspension of disbelief for the moment, which constitutes poetic faith. 36 Coleridge's concept of the suspension of disbelief is directly related to his concept of dramatic illusion. 37 Illusion in this instance does not mean delusion, but an intermediate mental state between delusion-which is the total belief that what is taking place on stage is real-and the absolute denial of deception. In dramatic illusion, when we watch a play, we are caught up in genuine emotions provoked by the play, while still knowing that it is just a play. Coleridge wrote:
Thus Claude [a French landscape painter] imitates a landscape at sunset, but only as a picture; while a forest-scene [in a play] is not presented to the audience as a picture, but as a forest: and tho' in the full sense of the word we are more deceived by the one than by the other, yet are our feelings very differently affected, and the pleasure derived from the one is not composed of the same elements as that afforded by the other, even on the supposition that the quantum of both were equal. In the former, it is a condition of all genuine delight that we should not be deluded . . .
In the latter (inasmuch as its principle end is not in or for itself as in the case of a picture but to be an assistance and means of an end out of itself), its very purpose is to produce as much illusion as its nature permits. These and all other stage presentations are to produce a sort of temporary half-faith, which the spectator encourages in himself and supports by a voluntary contribution on his own part, because he knows that it is at all times in his power to see the thing as it really is. 38 
[Italics in original]
Thus for Coleridge, our "delight" in seeing a picture depends on our not allowing ourselves to be deceived even if the picture is more "real" than a stage set. The success of the stage set, however skillfully rendered to represent a forest, can be achieved only if we allow ourselves to be deceived. This deception or acceptance of illusion extends to the whole experience of the play. The audience creates in their minds a "temporary half-faith" during the time of the performance in order to create this tension of deception and reality. From this dialectical experience comes the emotional power of the play. 39 Psychologist Henry Gleitman has described this process in modern psychological terms. 40 He notes that theater audiences experience all the normal physiological responses to what is happening in the play as if the events were real: "clenched fists, pounding hearts, and sometimes genuine tears." 41 It would appear that the emotional response was real. However, if it were completely real then we would not sit there during a performance of Oedipus Rex and do nothing as the king blinds himself. We know that the blinding is not real.
Actors also go through the same process during their performance. Gleitman points out that, while many schools of acting call upon the actor to try to bring genuine emotional reality to his or her part, actors have asserted that they can never completely divorce themselves from the mundane details of the scene they are playing. Gleitman calls this process in the audience and actor the "as if" experience.
When we watch or perform a play, we experience emotions as if the story were real, yet we know it is not. Gleitman says this state requires a delicate balance between belief and disbelief, between too little arousal and too much. If there is too much arousal, then the suspension of disbelief will turn into real belief. Gleitman also points out that there is an optimum physical distance between the audience and the players which will help to maintain this delicate balance between belief and suspension of disbelief. 42 These psychological dynamics can apply to liturgical services with one important qualification. When we pray, we are like actors but also like audiences in our experience of the "as if." Good prayer experience suggests that we be fully caught up emotionally in the service. On the other hand, we know that the words are metaphors and we do not believe or experience them literally. There is emotional engagement but also critical distance, as we maintain our intellectual integrity.
Thus the way that critical realism finds its counterpart in spiritual practice is through the second naiveté of Ricoeur, the conjunctive faith of Fowler, the broken myth of Tillich, Gillman's theological method. This is the spiritual suspension of disbelief: the process by which the myth/symbol/ ritual/prayer becomes alive to us. 43 This then is my own spiritual and intellectual journey that started with a whack on the shoulder and has brought me to critical realism and the spiritual suspension of disbelief. It is not a smooth, straight path, but the sights are quite amazing if you know how to observe. For my rabbi, teacher, colleague, and dear friend, Neil Gillman, who started me on this road, mere thanks are not sufficient.
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